
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029 

Honorable Joseph R. Pitts 
\.{ember. House of Representatives 
Post Office Box 83 7 
Unionville, PA 193 75 

Dear Congressman Pitts: 

NOV - 6 :cc~ 

I am writing in response to your letter of September 22. 1998, regarding concerns on the part of one of your constituents, Ms. Irene M. Hollywood of Kennett Square, Pennsylvania. Ms. Hollywood raised concerns about the high cost of auto emissions testing. 

In her letter, Ms. Hollywood expressed that she is on a fixed income, and that the cost of auto emissions testing (she indicated a range of$40 to $70) is outrageous, particul~rly in light of her financial status. Furthermore. her letter mentions that if the auto emissions program is state­oriented, the state should pay the costs of testing. 

To provide some background, the federal government does mandate, through the Clean Air Act as amended in I 990. the creation of enhanced inspection and maintenance (or I!M) programs in portions of Pennsylvania: These programs are designed to require the testing of nearly all passenger cars and trucks. in order to identify those vehicles that are not functioning as they were designed and built which is to emit low emission levels. In the case of a vehicle that is found to have "'high" emissions that fails the test, the IfM program is premised upon the notion that it is the motorist 's responsibility to repair that vehicle to lower the vehicle's emissions. 

Let me state that EPA has provided states the flexibility to design their own IfM programs to tailor those individual programs to their own needs. so long as such programs can meet the emissions reduction goals set by EPA. Pennsylvania was provided the choice on how to fund the program either through test fees, registration surcharges. or through the Commonwealth's general fund. Pennsylvania has traditionally chosen the route of a capped test fee. [n its most recent iteration of the program, Pennsylvania has chosen to no longer regulate emissions test fees, instead allowing a system of"market-based" fees, as has been done in the past with the Commonwealth 's motor vehicle safety inspection program. 

Perhaps more importantly, when designing its new enhanced liM program, Pennsylvania chose to adopt a privatized, decentralized testing network which relies upon a system which consists primarily of automotive service facilities that could perform both emissions testing and repatrs. 
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The impetus for this decision was to allow the motorist the convenience of one stop shopping, which could also couple safety and emissions testing. The alternative was to design a system of fewer, centralized test-only stations, which would require motorists to travel further for inspections, and for those who failed. would require a trip to a separate service facility. and then back for a re-inspection. In designing this system, Pennsylvania decided that motorists desire for convenience offered by a test-and-repair network of several thousand stations across the state would outweigh the additional cost savings offered by the economy of scale of fewer testing facilities. 

As you may recalL Pennsylvania initially designed its enhanced UM program around a very limited number oftest-only stations using extremely high-tech equipment that would have cost motorists a capped testing fee of $17-20. However, in 1994 that program was abandoned (before testing ever began) in favor of the current decentralized program, which consists of a network of over 2,000 test-and-repair stations in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, and which has fees that are market driven. 

While I sympathize with your constituent's concerns, there is little EPA can do to remedy her concerns. EPA believes in the UM program as a means to significantly reduce in-use motor vehicle emissions, and the Cl(:an Air Act specifically mand~tes states to adopt such programs in certain designated areas which includes portions of Pennsylvania. The Agency is prohibited by both the Clean Air Act, and by the National Systems Designation Act of 1995, from blocking a state 's choice of IIM program design. However, centralized testing does offer an inherent economy of scale cost savings over a larger, decentralized program network. 

In closing let me reiterate that Pennsylvania chose the current emissions inspection program design, and the associated test fee structure for that program. Pennsylvania, in conjunction with the local American Automobile Association, has been monitoring typical emissions test fees for both the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh areas. Those fees have dropped since the program began. and have more or less stabilized. Since test fees can vary considerably from station to station, motorists concerned about the cost of testing are encouraged to ·'shop around" for the lowest fees. Some stations even advertise specials and discounts for emissions testing. Also. emissions testing and repairs (and safety inspections) need not be performed by the same facility. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your concerns. If you have further questions 
about this matter. please feel free to contact me or have your staff contact Mr. Christopher P. 
Thomas. Pennsylvania Liaison Officer at (21 5) 814-5555. 

W. Ylichael McCabe 
Regional Administrator 





Lud 

Controlled Correspondence For 
REGION 3 

Congressional 

CONTROL NO : RJ-98021 ~C EXT. DUE DATE: 
AL T NO: R3-9802008-C ORIGINAL DUE DATE: 

CORR. DATE: 
Rt:C. DATE: 
CLOSED DATE: 

STATUS: PENDING 

FROM: PITIS JOSEPH R. 

11/13/98 
10/19/98 
10129/98 

ORGANIZATION: 

SALUTATION: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PITIS 

HOLLYWOOD, IRENE M. 

R EC~1':/ED 
CONSTITUENT: c..- .. "J; 

TO: MCCABEJW. MICHAEL 

TO ORG: REGIONAL ACMINISTRA TOR 

SUBJECT: AUTO EMISSION TESTING 

SIGNATURE: REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR 

CC'S: OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS AND GOVERNMENT RELATIONS 
RAIDAN RYAN 

ASSIGNED: AIR PROTECTION DIVISION 

R3 INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE RESPOND TO LOCAUOISTRICT OFFICE AS INDICATED ON INCOMING LEITER. 

R3 ADDTN'L INST: 

R3 COMMENTS: 

PLEASE USE THIS CLOSING SENTENCE: IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE 
FEEL FREE TO CONTACT ME OR HAVE YOUR STAFF CONTACT MR. 
CHRISTOPHER P. THOMAS, PENNSYLVANIA LIAISON OFFICER, AT 215-814-5555. 

HAND CARRY CORRESPONDENCE TO THE OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, 16TH FLOOR, CUBICLE #115. 

PLEASE SEE RJ-9802008-C. 

Assigned Date Assigned Code/Status Date Completed by Date Returned to R3 : 
Assigne. AIR 10130198 ACTION - -PROTECTION 

DIVISION 

(Untitled) 

' 

I 
I 





JOSEPH R. PITTS 

COMMITTEES: 

BUDGET 
TRANSPORTATION 

AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
SMALL BUSINESS 

ASSISTANT REPUBUCAN WHIP 

Internet Address: 
P•ns.pa 16@mail.house.gov 

Web Page: 
www.house.gov/p•ns 

<lLongress of tbe 11niteb ~tates 
j!}ou~t of l\epre~entatibes 
~as-bington. 19~ 20515-3816 

October. 19, 1998 

S lt..l W !(KT'!IU .. AH--Cwrt., ()# ST.u~ 
ToM Tu.un- o-snucT OtlllltCT'O~t 

PLEASE RESPOND TO: 

0 S04 CANNON BUILOIHO 

WA$MI'<GTON. DC lOS 15 
12021 22!>-2411 

0 POST DFFICf Sox 837 
UNIONVIlU!, PA 19375 
1610142~1~ 

0 38 WUT lANCASTto AvtNUI 
DowNINGTOWN, PA 19335 
1610151~23 

0 l.ANCAS rt• Co. Cou•n.ousa 
SO Nou-. Ovct Srour 
lANCASTtO. PA 17502 
17171 39~7 

Mr. W. Michael McCabe 
Regional Administrator 
u.s. Environmental Protection 
Region III 

EPA, HEGIO~ III 
Agency Offi~E Of REGIONAL AOMINISTRATOil 

841 Chestnut street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Dear Mr. McCabe: 

My records indicate that I have not received any information from you since my letter of September 22, 1998 concerning Irene M. Hollywood's complaint regarding the cost of Auto Emission Testing being unreasonably high. 

I would appreciate it if you would furnish me with a response at your earliest opportunity. 
Please respond to my Kennett office: Post Office Box 

Unionville, PA 
(610) 444-4581 

JRPjesl· 

. 

cordially, ;(A 
MPitts 
Member of Congress 

P!!INfEOON AECYCUO P•l'lll 

837 
19375 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOH AGENCY The impetus for this decision was to allow the motorist the convenience of orie stop shopping, which could also couple safety and emissions testing. The alternative was to design a system of fewer, centralized test-only stations, which would require motorists to travel further for inspections, and for those who failed, would require a trip to a separate service facility, and then back for are-inspection. In designing this system, Pennsylvania decided that motorists desire for convenience offered by a test-and-repair network of several thousand stations across the state would outweigh the additional cost savings offered by the economy of scale of fewer testing facilities. 

As you may recall, Pennsylvania initially designed its enhanced 11M program around a very limited number of test-only stations using extremely high-tech equipment that would have cost motorists a capped testing fee of $17-20. However, in 1994 that program was abandoned (before testing ever began) in favor of the current decentralized program, which consists of a network of over 2,000 test-and-repair stations in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, and which has fees that are market driven. 

While I sympathize with your constituent's concerns, there is little EPA can do to remedy her concerns. EPA believes in the 11M program as a means to significantly reduce in-use motor vehicle emissions, and the Clean Air Act specifically mandates states to adopt such programs in certain designated areas -- including portions of Pennsylvania/ The Agency is prohibited by both the Clean Air Act, and subsequently by language in the National Systems Designation Act of 1995, from blocking a state's choice of liM program design to require centralized testing (which offers and inherent economy of scale cost savings over~ larger, decentralized program network). 

In closing let me reiterate that Pennsylvania _chose the current emissions inspection program design, and the associated test fee structure for that program. Pennsylvania, in conjunction with the local American Automobile Association, has been monitoring typical emissions test fees for both the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh areas. Those fees have dropped since the program began, and have more or less stabilized. Since test fees can vary considerably from station to station~ motorists concerned about the cost of testing are encouraged to "shop around" for the lowest fees. Some stations even advertise specials and discounts for emissions testing. Also, emissions testing and repairs (and safety inspections )rieed not be performed by the same facility. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your concerns. If you have further questions about this matter, please feel free to contact me or have. your staff contact Mr. Christopher P. Thomas, PennsylVania Liaison Officer at (215) 814-5555. 

itts.bkr 

. ' 

Sincerely, 

W. Michael McCabe 
Regional Administrator 
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THE GOVERNOR 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
OFFICE OF THE GovERNOR 

HARRISBURG 

October 14, 1998 

Ms. Carol Browner, Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection· Agency 
401 M Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Ms. Browner: 

As you are aware, I have called upon the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} several times over the past two years to resolve ozone transport. Now, I am pleased to say, states and EPA are poised to resolve this issue. With implementation of the National Low Emission Vehicle (NLEV) program and final EPA action on both· Pennsylvania's · I 

Section 126 Interstate Air Pollution Petition and the proposed Section 110 NOx State Implementation Plan (SIP} Call, transported pollution will be substantially reduced. 

In October 1995, in a separate petition, I requested EPA to remove 37 Pennsylvania counties from the Ozone Transport Region~ I am hereby petitioning EPA under Section 176A of the Clean Air Act (CAA) to also remove the following ten Pennsylvania counties from the Ozone Transport Region: Juniata, Snyder, Northu~berland, Montour, Columbia, Luzerne, Wyoming, Lackawanna, Wayne, and Susquehanna. After 
implementation of stringent nitrogen oxide (NOx) controls to resolve transport as proposed by'both Pennsylvania's 12(j action and EPA's 110 SIP Call, these counties wiiJ not 
significantly interfere with attainment in any area in the region as required by Section 176A. 

In 1997 the Ozone Transport Assessment Group (OTAG) completed their report on the regional transport of ozone and ozone precursor emissions •. They concluded that regional reductions in NOx emissions are effective in producing broad regional ozone benefits; the more NOx reduced, the greater the benefit, while reductions in volatile. organic compound (VOC) emissions are only effective locally in urban nonattainment areas. Implementation of ongoing new car st~ndards and stringent regional NOx controls will effectively fulfill most of OT AG's efforts to reduce transport. As a result, these ten counties, along with the other 37, will have done their fair share to reduce transported ozone. Continuing to subject them to additional contr.ols under Section 184 of the CAA, particularly for VOCs, will have no detectable benefit for downwind areas. However, removing them from the OTR would eliminate unwanted, unproductive and intrusive additional controls for areas where these controls are unnecessary. 





Ms. Browner 
October 14, 19~8 
Page 2 

Only one county (Lackawanna) of the subject ten has ever exceeded the 
one-hour ozone standard. That county has not had problems since the 
summer of 1988~ Also, these counties are virtuaUy at the new more 
restrictive 8-hour standard and will, at wors~ be transitional areas under the 
new 8-hour ozone standard. With implementation of the NOx SIP Call/126 
Petition, they will be well under the new standard. 

On July 16; 1997, President Clinton signed a memorandum on 
"Implementation of Revised Air Quality Standards for Ozone and Particulate 
Matter" and issued the "Implementation Plan for Revised Air Quality 
Sta~dards.~ The President called upon EPA to use a common sense, flexible 
approach to these standards and to work with state governments to this end. 
EPA has identified these ten counties as areas where the one-hour ozone 
standard and subpart 2 of Title I of the CAA no longer apply. Thus, 
removing these counties from the OTR is clearly consistent with current 
policy. 

Therefore, I request that the counties identified in this second petition 
be removed from the ozone transport region, along with the 37 counties. 
included in the first petition. , 

Smcerely, 

• 

~ tfJ1~..._~_ -
Tom Ridge 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Mr. James M. Salvaggio, Director 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Air Quality 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Rachel Carson Office Building 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8468 

Dear Mr. Salvaggio: 

May 20, 1998 

I am writing to discuss a matter of mutual importance to both Pennsylvania and EPA. 
That is the current status of EPA's approval of Pennsylvania's enhanced inspection & 
maintenance (liM) program state implementation plan (SIP) and the status ofthe required 
demonstration of the effectiveness of your decentralized program, per the National Highway 
Systems Designation Act of 1995 (NHSDA). 

As we have discussed, EPA's interim approval ofPennsylvania's plan lapses on August 
2 7, 1998. Therefore on or before that date EPA must sign a rulemaking notice which removes 
the "interim" status of its approval of the enhanced 11M SIP. In order to do take this action, EPA 
must approve the program effectiveness evaluation which Pennsylvania must submit under the 
NHSDA. Because EPA granted final interim conditional approval ofPennsylvania' s enhanced 
liM SIP, full approval is also contingent upon Pennsylvania's submittal of a SIP revision to satisfy 
all ofthe remaining de minimus conditions identified in EPA's final conditional interim 
rulemaking. The Pennsylvania Department ofEnvironmental Protection (PADEP) has already 
submitted SIP revisions to EPA that address the major conditions (with the exception of the 
requirement related to the long-term ongoing program evaluation), as well as several ofthe de 
minimus deficiencies. Brian Rehn faxed the list of the conditions that have been addressed in 
submittals already made by PADEP, and our staffs have mutually agreed as to which de minimus 
conditions remain to be addressed by the Commonwealth. 

It will take a considerable effort on the part of both our agencies to ensure that all 
remaining de minimus SIP deficiencies, as well as the NHSDA program effectiveness evaluation, 
are addressed and submitted, in a timely manner. As I am sure you are aware, should the NHSDA 
interim approval lapse, the Commonwealth would immediately face sanctions. To prevent the 
interim approval from lapsing EPA must not only receive the plan, but must also sign a 
rulemaking notice proposing approval of the Commonwealth' s plan by August 27, 1998. 

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 





I want to stress that EPA w·ishes to ,,·ork togcth~r ,,·ith your staff to ensure that all requirements are addressed in a sati sfactory manner. prior to the end of the in terim approva l period. Let me emphasize that EPA takes \\~r) seriously its duty to review your SIP revisions from 1 ovember of 1997 and February or 1998. To\\·ard that end. EPA is moving forward nO\V to take rulemaking action upon those submittals . By completing rulemaking action on those submittals. the Agency action that must be signed on or before August 27. 1998 will only have to deal with the program effectiveness evaluation and the remaining de minimus conditions. 

Given the importance of this matter. it is critical that we work together to ensure that the :--:HSDA program effectiveness demonstration em·isioncd by Pennsylvania will be both timely and approvable. We have reassigned all of Brian Rehn · s other duties so that he is available to work on the Pennsylvania enhanced liM IP-related efforts. As PADEP and the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PE DOT) develop the submittal for the program evaluation and the remaining de minimus conditions. we commit to immediately acknowledge receipt of any draft materials sent to us for re\'iew and to establish the date by which we will provide comments. We would like to meet \vith PADEP and PENDOT as soon as possible to establish a work plan and an events timeline (including scheduling add itional meetings) to ensure completion of the submittal such that the Agency" s required rulemaking can be signed on or before August 27. 1998. We have proposed a meeting date of May 28. 1998. Please have Wick Havens of your staff advise David Arnold at (215) 566-2172 immediately as to whether the appropriate Commonwealth staff can meet on that date. 

Sincerely. 

/?fo '·(t ~ 
Eia L. Spink 

ciate Director 
ce of Air Programs 

cc: Betty Serian. Deputy Secretary. PE DOT 
Wick Havens. PA DEP 
Arleen Shulman. PA DEP 
Dukes Pepper. PA DEP 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Honorable James M. Seif, Secretary 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
P.O. Box 2063 
Harri;r~nnsylvania 1 ~120-2063 

Dear ;fYSeif: 

May 7, 1997 

· The 1990 Clean Air Act Aplendments (CAA) established a number of requirements intended to address widespread nonattainment of the national ambient air quality standard for ozone. The CAA also established deadlines for States to submit State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions in accordance with these requirements. Because several States experienced significant difficulti~s in meeting certain of these requirements for ozone nonattainment areas classified as serious and above, EPA extended the deadlines for the SIP submittals. Specifically, EPA extended the deadline for submitting attainment demonstrations and for control measures providing for progress in reductions in ozone precursors. The time extensions were established in a memorandum entitled "Ozone Attainment Demonstrations" from.EPA Assistant Administrator Mary D. Nichols to the Regional Administrators, March 2, 1995 ( the March 2, 1995 memorandum). · 

We commend the Department of Environmental Protection and its Bureau of Air Quality for the SIP elements that have ~en adopted and submitte4 to EPA to date. However, while we recognize that Pennsylvania has made substantial progress in meeting its obligations under the · CAA, not all of the required SIP elements have been submitted. This office intends to continue to work closely with the Department of Environmental Protection to undertake all necessary efforts to ensure that the remaining submittals are made as soon as possible in order to avoid the implementation of sanctior.s and the need to promulgate a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP). 

By today's letter, pursuant to section 179(a), EPA is making a fmding of failure to submit, for the Philadelphia nonattainment area, enforceable commitments to adopt additional measures needed for attainment and to submit the remainder of the rules to meet the rate-of­progress requirements pending the modeling results of the Ozone Transport Assessment Group (OTAG) for the Philadelphia nonattainment area. These enforceable commitments were required for Phase I of the two·phased flexible approach outlined in the March 2, 1995 memorandum. An enforceable commitment is one that has gone through the State's rulemaking process. In general, a fmding is made v1hen the State fails to make any submittal or the State fails to adopt and/or subject the required rules to public hearing as required under CAA section 110(1). 
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Please note that in a letter to you, dated May 2, 1996, we emphasized the importance of 

all the components of the Phase I requirements for the ozone SIP submittals and summarized the 

Commonwealth's progress on these submittals. We trust that you will continue to correct any 

deficiencies referenced in that letter. 

If Pennsylvania has not made a complete submittal of the enforceable commitments to 

adopt additional rules needed for attainment and ROP within 18 months of the effective date of 

the final rulema.king setting forth the finding, pursuant to CAA section 179(a) and 40 CFR 

section 52.31 , the offset sanction identified in CAA section ·179(b) will be applied in the affected 

areas. If Pennsylvania has still not made a complete submission 6 months after the offset 

sanction is imposed, then the highway funding sanction will apply in the affected areas in 

accordance with 40 CFR 52.31. In addition, section 11 0<0 of the CAA provides that EPA 

promulgate a FIP no later than 2 years after a finding under section 179(a). 

The 18-month clock will stop and the sanctions will not take effect if, within 18 months 

after the date of the finding, EPA finds that the State has made a complete submittal of an . 

adopted 9 percent Post-1996 ROP plan and an enforceable commitment to adopt additional 

measures needed for ~~ent In addition, EPA will not promulgate a FIP if the State makes 

the required SIP submittal and EPA takes final action to approve the submittal within 2 years of 

EPA's finding. 

I emphasize that the findings made imply no judgment as to State intent; they are 

merely statements of fact that EPA is required to make under the CAA. EPA takes very 

seriously its responsibility to administer the CAA in a fair and just manner, and these findings 

are exercises of that responsibility. 

I look forward to working closely with you and your staffto ensure that the CAA's 

requirements are met in a timely and effective manner without adverse consequences. 

Enclosure 

cc: James M. Salvaggio, Director 
Bureau of Air Quality 

~ Sin~erely you_rs. u&--
W.MichaelMcCabe 
Regional Ad.miilistrator 
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ENCLOSURE 

This enclosure provides information regarding the status of Pennsylvania' s submittals 
and EPA action. Where EPA, in a forthcoming rulemaking, makes a finding under section 
179(a) for the failure of Pennsylvania to make a submittal, these findings trigger the 18-month 
clock for the mandatory imposition of sanctions under section 179(a). If EPA determines that 
Pennsylvania has made a complete submittal(s) within that 18-month period, the sanctions clock 
will be stopped. Please be advised that the effective date of EPA's rulemaking that makes the 
finding discussed herein is anticipated to be May 7, 1997. 

ENFORCEABLE COMMITMENTS 

Where required in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: Philadelphia ozone nonattainment 
area. 

Status of required submittal: P~e I of the approach outlined in the March 2, 1995 
Memorandwn requires a commitment to adopt additional measures needed for attainment for the 
Philadelphia ozone nonattairunent area. In addition, Phase I requires a commitment to ad~pt ~e -
remainder of the rules needed to meet the Post-1999 rate-of-progress requirements, pending the 
results of OT AG, for the Philadelphia ozone nonattainment area. According to the March 2, 
1995 Memorandwn, these enforceable commitments should have been adopted by the end of 
1995, unless administrative or legislative scheduling considerations required an extension into 
1996. 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

Mr. J. Wick Havens, Chief 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191074431 

Air Resources Management Division 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg~ Pennsylva11ia 17105-8468 

De~,/;,~ 

AP;< 1998 

Thank you for giving EPA the opportunity to comment on Pennsylvania' s proposed Phase I Ozone SIP Submittal for the Philadelphia severe ozone nonattainment area. EPA commends the Commonwealth on the effort put forth in preparing this plan. However, EPA has several comments and recommendations regarding the proposed plan. Please enter the enclosed comments and recommendations into the official public record for this plan, which closes on April 10, 1998. 

Please feel free to contact Marcia L. Spink, Associate Director for Air Programs, at (215) 566-2104, with regard to this or any other issue. ' 

Enclosures 

. Katz, Acting Director 
Air Protection Division 

cc: Mr. James M; Salvaggio 

- ., 

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 





EPA's Comments on Pennsylvania's Proposed Phase ! SIP Submittal 
for the Philadelphia Severe Ozone Nonattainment Area 

(dated January 1998) 

Rate-of-Progress CROP) 
In order to demonstrate that the Philadelphia area meets its ROP target in 1999, a table listing 
target levels, projected uncontrolled emissions, and projected controlled emissions is needed for 
the milestone year. To illustrate how the targets where reached, a table with projected 
uncontrolled and controlled emissions by sector is needed for 1999. 

Transportation Conformitv 
For transportation conformity purposes, a single, easily-identifiable, clearly defined emissions 
budget is needed ·for each milestone year. The mobile source portion of this budget is used in 
conformity determinations. 

Stationary Sources 
In order to take credit for reasonably available control technology (RACT) reductions from 
specific sources, Pennsylvania must ensure that approvable RACT rules for these sources have 
been submitted to EPA as SIP revisions. 

Emission Inventories 
EPA understands that this plan includes Pennsylvania's most complete 1990 base-year inventory 
for oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and that Pennsylvania considers this inventory to supersede all 
previous inventories. However, this is not indicated anywhere in the plan. In the plan, 
Pennsylvania should state that this NOx inventory supersedes ali previously submitted 1990 
base-year inventories. Furthermore, PA should withdraw any previous submittal from 
consideration as a SIP revision. 





EPA's Recommendations for Clarification of Pennsylvania 's Proposed Phase I 
SIP Submittal for the Philadelphia Severe Ozone Nonattainment Area 

(dated January 1998) 

Mobile Sources - General 
Although P ADEP has very thoroughly explained the methods used to project highway mobile 
source emissions in the uncontrolled and controlled cases for 1999, it remains a difficult task to 
piece together the various charts and tables summarizing the mobile source emissions derivation. 
After numerous iterations of ROP planning, EPA can still not fu lly understand or verify the 
Commonwealth 's highway emissions projection. 

EPA does realize that the use of the PPAQ emissions post-processor, coupled with a trip demand 
approach to VM1 calculation and MOBILE mpdeling, makes documentation of highway mobile 
inventories a difficult task-- and verification ·next to impossible. 

While this may be the case, EPA contends that further emphasis on explanation (in detail) of the 
highway inventory process would greatly improve the plan. For example, the mobile model 
sample input/output files contain numerous scenarios with cryptic names (which are not 
explained elsewhere), and which do not seem to correspond to any highway emissions summary 
table in the plan. While there may or not be any direct relationship between the sample modeling 
files and the final highway tables, without further documentation, there is no way of telling. 

A case in point is the VMT mix supplied in the MOBILE sample input files for 
Philadelphia County. The modeled scenario VMT mixes do not correspond to the VMT 
fractions supplied for the same county in the table in Appendix V entitled "VMT, VOC, 
CO, and NOx by County by Vehicle Type" . While PADEP' s plan not be able to fully 
detail how this information is generated or how the PPAQ manipulates this information, 
the Commonwealth could describe the process more by which the information is 
generated more clearly. 

The example above is only provided to demonstrate how difficult it is fo r EPA to understand the 
generation of PADEP's highway inventories, inventory growth projections, and control strategy 
reduction estimates. Without the ability to understand the means by which these reductions are 
calculated, EPA cannot begin to question or evaluation the Commonwealth' s estimates for 
highway mobile source control measures, and therefore cannot assess the efficacy of the 
Commonwealth 's plan. 

Although the summary tables in Appendix V present the highway mobile information in a 
relatively clear, concise manner, EPA is left to accept the Commonwealth' s estimates without 
further question. EPA has made similar general documentation and methodology explanation 
comments in the past, and PADEP has made marked improvement is summarizing the 
information. However, the rate-of-progress plans continue to focus on explaining the process for 
estimating emissions, but lack explanation of means by which the DEP has completed the 
process. 





Ian~et Level Calculation- RVP/FMVCP Adjustment Factor 
While P ADEP is following the appropriate means for determination of the FMVCP/R VP 
adjustment factor, EPA is concerned with the magnitude of this adjustment for the period of 
1990-1999 (39 tons/day). By 1999, this adjustment factor encompasses nearly 21 % of 
Pennsylvania's base year highway VOC inventory (39 of 188 tons/day). Since in general, EPA 
cannot verify any highway mobile emissions, the purpose of this comment is only to ask the 
Commonwealth to attempt to better detail or to explain this adjustment (other than the general 
target level background discussion of how adjusunent factors are calculated). EPA feels this is 
important due the magnitude of this correction in relation to some of the control strategies used 
to demonstrate reasonable further progress. 

Hi~hway Mobile Source Growth 
Similarly, PADEP's plan indicates substantial growth in VMI, yet uncontrolled highway VOC 
emissions growth is calculated to be negativ~ (a drop from 188 tons/day in 1990 to 177 tons/day 
in 1999). P ADEP's narrative explanation in the phase l plan fo r highway mobile growth is 
limited to one paragraph -- simply explaining that highway growth is based on VMI growth and 
referencing section 3.3.4 of the 15% plan. However, that section ofthe 15% plan is an 
introduction to highway mobile source emissions estimation, and does not even discuss highway 
growth. Since highway emissions are slated to drop by over 5%, prior to any new controls and in 
the face of dramatic V.MT growth, EPA requests that PADEP better document this section of the 
plan. 

As for the how VMT estimates are generated, the 15% plan indicates that HPMS is used, based 
upon vehicle count information from PennDOT's Roadway Management System (RMS), and 
through use of PPAQ. Section 6.5 of the Phase 1 plan indicates that traffic demand modeling 
(TOM) was used in conjunction with PPAQ to determine VMT. · Is the TDM based upon road 
counts and HPMS estimation means, or is it a form of trip demand (origin/destination-based) 
modeling? Since this section relies heavily upon PP AQ functions, it is difficult to understand 
how VMT and VMT growth were generated. Again, further narrative description of the process 
in this portion of the plan would avoid confusion. EPA wishes to ensure that there is no double 
counting of emissions from negative growth associated with pre-1990 emissions controls, and 
inventory adjustments to the target level calculation associated with pre-1990 FMVCP/R VP 
controls. 

Shutdown Credits 
Table 21 in section 7 of the plan lists reductions generated from source or process shutdowns, 
and indicates the reductions ' status as banked or unbanked. As indicated on page 64 of the 
proposed plan, only 23% of banked shutdown credits are permanent reductions creditable for 
ROP. The table does not indicate whether the values listed for banked credits under the heading 
" 1999 Reductions- tpsd" are the full amount of the shutdown reduction, or if they are the 23% 
that is creditable for ROP. After discussion with PADEP staff, EPA understands that the values 
are the 23% that is creditable for ROP. For clarity, this should be indicated in the table. Also, in 
order for EPA to verify these emission reduction credits, documentation is needed to clarify how 
these credits were calculated. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

Mr. J. Wick Havens, Chief 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Air Resources Management Division 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8468 

Dear Mr. Havens: 

Thank you for giving EPA the opportunity to comment on Pennsylvania' s proposed 
Phase I Ozone SIP Submittal for the Philadelphia severe ozone nonattainment area. EPA 
commends the Commonwealth on the effort put forth in preparing this plan. However, EPA has 
several comments and recommendations regarding the proposed plan. Please enter the enclosed 
comments and recommendations into the official public record for this plan, which closes on 
April 10, 1998. 

Please feel free to contact MarciaL. Spink, Associate Director fo r Air Prograins, at (2 15) 
566-2104, with regard to this or any other issue. 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. James M. Salvaggio 

Sincerely, 

Judith M. Katz, Acting Director 
Air Protection Division 
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C o llaborat i v e Decis i on Resour c e s 

"'AY 2 7 1998 

May 20, 1998 .\1r Ptoitciion Divis ion (3AP21) 

Dear Pennsylvania Ozone Stakeholders Working Group: 

It ' s time for another update on the progress of ozone reduction efforts. 

As you know, DEP convened a regulatory negotiation for auto refinishing. 
The draft regulation is now in the hands of the Environmental Quality 
Board. I have enclosed the latest version. 

In addition, a regulatory negotiation on degreasing concluded work on May 
12. The group, made up of stakeholders from Philly and Pittsburgh and new 
players from the de greasing industry, wrestled with the full array of solvent 
cleaning operations -from large batch cleaning to simple handwiping­
something no other state has been able to do. I will send a copy of the 
degreasing regulation as soon as I have it in hand. 

Your work continues to serve as the benchmark for these efforts. You 
should be proud of your recommendations and success. 

Please feel free to call should you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Mike Hughes 
Senior Program Manager 

COR Associates • 100 Arapahoe Ave. Suite 12 • Boulder, CO 80302 • Ph: 303-442-7367 • Fx:303-442-7442 • http:\\www.mediate.org 
Mediation • Env1ronmentai/Publ1c Pol1cy Issues • Workplace Confl1cts • Custom 01spute ResolutiOn Systems • Training 





ANNEXA 

Title 25. Environmental Protection 

Part I. Department of Environmental Protection 

Subpart C. Protection of Natural Resources 

Article ill. Air Resources 

Chapter 121. General Provisions 

Chapter 121. General Provisions 

121.1. Definitions. 

The definitions in section 3 of the act (35 P.S. §4003) apply to this article. In addition, the 

following words and terms, when used in this article, have the following meanings, unless the 

context clearly indicates otherwise: 

* * * * * 

AUTOMOTNE PRETREATMENT-A PRIMER THAT CONTAINS A MINIMUM OF 0.5 

PERCENT ACID, BY WEIGHT, THAT IS APPLIED DIRECTLY TO BARE METAL 

SURFACES OF MOBTI..E EQUIPMENT AND MOBTI..E EQUIPMENT COMPONENTS TO 

PROVIDE CORROSION RESISTANCE AND TO PROMOTE ADHESION OF 

SUBSEQUENT COATINGS. 

AUTOMOTIVE PRIMER-SURFACER-A COATING APPLIED TO MOBTI..E EQUIPMENT 

AND MOBTI..E EQUIPMENT COMPONENTS PRIOR TO THE APPLICATION OF 

TOPCOAT FOR THE PURPOSE OF Fll..LING SURF ACE IMPERFECTIONS IN THE 

SUBSTRATE, PROVIDING CORROSION RESISTANCE AND PROMOTING ADHESION 

OF SUBSEQUENT COATINGS. 

AUTOMOBILE PRIMER-SEALER-A COATING APPLIED TO MOBTI..E EQUIPMENT AND 

MOBTI..E EQUIPMENT COMPONENTS PRIOR TO THE APPLICATION OF A TOPCOAT 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING CORROSION RESISTANCE. PROMOTING 

ADHESION OF SUBSEQUENT COATINGS, PROMOTING COLOR UNIFORMITY. AND 





UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Mr. J. Wick Havens, Chief 
Air Resources Management Division 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8468 •J 

Dear Mr. Havens: 

Thank you for giving EPA the opportunity to comment on Pennsylvania's proposed 
Phase II Ozone SIP Submittal for the Philadelphia severe ozone nonattainment area. EPA 
commends the Commonwealth on the effort put forth in preparing this plan. However, EPA 
has several comments regarding the proposed plan. Please enter the enclosed comments into 
the official public record for this plan, which closes on March 9, 1998. 

EPA looks forward to receiving the Phase 2 plan for the Philadelphia area by April 
1998, in accordance with EPA's December 29, 1997 guidance memorandum, "Guidance for 
Implementing the 1-Hour Ozone and Pre-Existing PMlO NAAQS," signed by Richard D. 
Wilson, Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation. Please feel free to contact 
Marcia L. Spink, Associate Director for Air Programs, at (215) 566-2104, with regard to this 
or any other issue. 

Sincerely, 

1~~ Director 
Air Protection·Division 

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. James M. Salvaggio 

• 

CUstomer Service Hotline: 1-800- 438 -2474 





EPA's Comments on Pennsylvania 's Proposed Phase ll Ozone S IP S ubmittal 
for the Philadelphia Severe Ozone Nonatta inment Area 

(January 1988) 

General 

l . The proposed plan and the OTAG results present a case that transport of ozone and its 
precursors from outside the modeling domain have a strong influence upon the ability of the 
Philadelphia ozone nonattainment to attain the ozone NAAQS. EPA's December 29, 1997 
guidance memorandum, "Guidance for Implementing the 1-Hour Ozone and Pre-Existing PM 10 
NAAQS," signed by Richard D. Wilson, Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, 
allows states to refine their air quality modeling once final NOx budgets are established by 
EPA • s SIP call rulemaking regarding regional transport of ground-level ozone. EPA anticipates 
that Pennsylvania will submit this modeling as a formal amendment to the Phase II SIP. This 
plan amendment must also include any additional local controls identified by the refined 
modeling as needed for attainment. 

Modelin~ 

1. Executive Summary, Section 5. Modeling, page 39: This section should contain infonnation 
directing the reader to detailed modeling information (i.e., model input, output files) necessary to 
reproduce the modeling performed for the Philadelphia- Southern Central New Jersey Area. 

2. Section 5.3.7 on page 51 should more specifically identify the controls that were modeled in 
strategies l and 2. Also, how are strategies 1 and 2 related to the strategies outlined in Section 6 
of the Ozone SIP Technical Support Document Summary in Appendix V? 

3. Section 5.3. 7 should also contain more detailed information on what data bases (boundary 
conditions, emission inventories, meteorological data, etc.) were used in the modeling of the 
specific strategies. It would also be useful to relate boundary conditions used in the model4tg to 
a specific OT AG strategy. 

4. Section 5 should contaiD. color tile maps of peak ozone concentrations for the base case as 
well as each strategy modeled for each episode day. It would also be helpful in understanding 
the benefits oF control~ if difference plots for each strategy from the base case were provided. 

'.·s~~:- . 

5. It would be-useful to include in Section 5 some of the emission sensitivity work done by 
Rutgers that shows the magnitude of emission reductions of NOx and VOC that may be 
necessary for the Philadelphia area to demonstrate attainment. 

6. A paragraph should be added to Section 5 that describes why only two episodes were 
modeled. This paragraph should also state that the July 7-8, 1988 episode was one of the most 
severe in recent history and would most likely result in the most stringent control requirements of 
those episodes selected for the demonstration, therefore the fact that only two episodes were 
modeled is minimized. · 

• 



• 

7. Section 4 on page 42 should include a summary paragraph that states how ozone trends in the 

Philadelphia area provide a compelling "weight of evidence" argument that current controls o f 

NOx and VOC are leading the area toward attainment. Continued progress toward attainment 

should be realized through the adoption of additional local controls and the expected regional 

controls from EPA's 110 SIP Call. 

8. Section 5.3.2 Technical Protocol Establishment page 45: Language similar to the fol~owing 

should be added to this section, "The modeling protocol may be used as a general guide to how 

the modeling was conducted; however, subsequent changes in EPA guidance and the formation 

of OT AG have resulted in changes to episode selection , modeling tools and the data bases used 

in the final demonstration." At a minimum, the committee member lists should be updated in the 

protocol. This section should also indicate the protocol is provided in Appendix V. 

Tan~et Levels. Rate-of-Pro~ess (ROP). and Conformity 

1. Table 4; "VOC Target Level Calculation," on page 7 of Appendix III (Section A. Calculation 

of Target Levels), is meant to specify the factors used in calculating target levels. The factors 

listed are (a) adjusted baseline, (b) VOC reduction, (c) RACT Fix-ups, and (d) fleet corrections 

As stated on page 2 of Appendix III, target levels are calculated using the following formula: 

target level = previous target - required reduction - fleet turnover correction. 

Therefore, the factors in Table 4 should be (a) previous target, (b) required VOC reduction~ and 

(c) fleet turnover correction. 

Furthermore, the target levels listed in Table 4, as well as on page 3 of the plan (Section 1. 

Executive Summary) are 389 tons per summer day (tpsd) for 2002, and 339 tpsd for 2005. These 

target levels should be 381 tpsd in 2002 and 329 tpsd in 2005, as established in the following 

calculations: previous target - required reduction - fleet turnover correction = target level 

2002 436-51-3.81 = 381.19 (381 tpsd) 
2005 381 - 51 - 1.56 = 328.63 (329 tpsd) 

Where: 436 is the 1999 target level from the phase 1 plan. 
51 is the required 9% reduction for both 1999-2002 and 2002-2005. 

3.81 and 1.56 are the fleet turnover correction terms for 2002 and 2005, respectively. 

2. In order to demonstrate that the area meets its ROP targets in 2002 and 2005, a table listing 

target levels, proj~ uncontrolled emissions, and projected controlled emissions is needed for 

both milestone years-.. To illustrate how the targets where reached, a table with projected 

uncontrolled and controlled emissions by sector is needed for 2002 and 2005. 

3. For transportation conformity purposes, a single, easily-identifiable, clearly defined emissions 

budget is needed for each milestone year. The mobile source portion of this budget is used in 

conformity determinations. 

2 

·. 



4. The following table illustrates differences between Appendix III.E (Point Source Credit 
Documentation) and Tables 3a and 3 bon page 29 of the plan, "VOC Reductions By Year ( 1996-
2005)" and "NOx Reductions By Year (1996-2005)," respectively. While some differences are 
as small as 0.01 tpsd, some are as large as 1 tpsd. It is possible that many of these differences are 
the result of using different rounding conventions. However, the amount of credit taken for each 
control measure should be consistent throughout the plan. 

Projected Point Source Emission Reductions in Tons Per Summer Day (tpsd) 

Rule Effectiveness 

YOC Shutdowns 

Total YOC reductions 

NOx Shutdowns 

NOxMOU 

NOxRACT 

Total NOx reductions 

Control Measure 

YOCRACT 

YOC Rule Effectiveness 

YOC Shutdown.s-

TotaJ YOC redu~-_., .- ·- -· . . 
. 

. . 

Shutdo~-

MOU 

NOxRACT 

Total NOx reductions 

18.54539- 8.22120 = 10.324!9 (10.32) 

48.28566-32.55187 = 15.73379 (15.73) 

18.24080- 15.64525 = 2.59555 (2.60)-

10.32419 + 15.73379 + 2.59555 = 28.65353 (28.65)* 

165.33170-136.14941 = 29.18229(29.18)•• 

7.51473-6.30865 = 1.20608 (1.21) 

95.36382 - 64.48224 = 30.88158 (30.88) 

20.96938- 15.24121 = 5.72817 (5.73) 

1.20608 + 30.88158 + 5.72817 = 37.81583 (37.82)* 

180.79805- 142.98215 = 37.81590 (37.82)•• 

Appendix ID.E 

19.12036-8.50734 = 10.61302 (10:6l} 

49.18912-33.20438 = 15.98474 (15.98) 

18.61494- 15.80779 = 2.80715 (2.81) 

10.61302 + 15.98474 + 2.80715 = 29.40491 (29.40)* 

168.64829- 138.55233 = 30.09596 (30.10)** 

7.25400- 7.30865 = -0.05465 (-0.05) 

98.76949-64.48224 = 34.28725 (34.29) 

21.62031 - 15.79428 = 5.82603 (5.83) 

-0.05465 + 34.28725 + 5.82603 = 40.05863 (40.06)• 

• 
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10.33 

15.73 

Z.59 

--
120 

30.88 

5.73 

37.8) 

Tables 3a & 3b 

1051 

15.99 

2.81 

29.43 

-0.06 

34.29 

5.83 

40.06 

.. 



Notes on the preceding table: 
I) Emission reductions for Appendix III.E were calculated by subtracting the controlled 
emissions from the uncontrolled emissions listed for each control measure in Appendix III.E .. 
2) Shading indicates differences betw~en Appendix III.E and Table 3a or Table 3b. 
3) * indicates that the total was calculated by summing the preceding three rows. 
4) * * indicates that the total was calculated by subtracting the controlled total emissions from 
the uncontrolled emissions in the VOC or NOx point source total tables in Appendix III.E. 

5. When the plan is submitted to EPA as a SIP revision, make sure that Section F (Area 
Source/Nonroad Documentation) of Appendix III includes controlled VOC area source emissions 
for 2002. In addition, controlled VOC area source emissions should be totaled for 2005. 

· . ., 
6. The figures for projected uncontrolled VOC emissions should be consistent throughout the 
plan. On page 28 of the plan (Section 3.2.2. Milestone Year Emission Target Levels), Projected 
uncontrolled VOC emissions are 610 tpsd for 2002 and 608 tpsd for 2005. These figures are 
632.72 tpsd for 2002 and 645.06 tpsd for 2005 on page 8 of Appendix III (Section B. Growth 
Calculations). 

Stationary Sources 

1. In order to take credit for RACT reductions from specific sources, Pennsylvania must ensure. 
that approvable RACT rules for these sources have been submitted to EPA as SIP revisions. 

General - Mobile Sources 

1. The plan should contain a more thorough narrative description of the mobile source inventory 
and emissions reduction calculation methodologies. The plan seems to focus heavily on 
presenting the data and results from Pennsylvania's analysis, but contains almost no narrative 
documentation to explain and focus the results. Without clear documentation, and no real 
structuring of the data presented in Appendix 3 of the plan, it is difficult to evaluate the highway 
mobile source emissions credits. 

For example, the plan presents a list of VMT, speed, and emissions summary information by 
county and by higJx.way facility class. However, the plan contains no description of the process 
for generatin~~ofthis information, the source of the underlying data, and from where the 
information ~(e.g .• how speeds and VMT were derived and applied on a county-wide 
basis, how thc:PPAQ'tnakes use of speed and VMT information to conduct MOBILE modeling, 
etc.). 

The plan lacks any narrative description of the operation of the PPAQ. In past plans, the 
Commonwealth has only submitted a flowchart describing the functions and process contained 
within the PPAQ. The plan should include additional narrative description of the purpose of the 
PPAQ, t~e process by which it functions, and exactly what information is fed into PPAQ. A 
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better description of the operation of PPAQ can only serve to clarify the use of this tool in the 
plan. 

Presently, the highway mobile source (>Ortion of the plan is essentially nothing but a detailed 
summary of the numerical results of the Commonwealth's analysis, along with a list of control 
measures credited towards the plan and a description of those measures. A good narrative. 
description of how the resulting inventories and claimed emissions reductions were generated 
would greatly help in reviewing this plan for approvability. Without clearer documentation, it is 
very difficult to follow the means by which the estimates were generated, although the 
presentation of the results stemming from the analysis are sufficiently detailed. 

2. It is not clear from the plan which version of MOBILE was used, since the PPAQ sample runs 
submitted did not indicate which version of MOBILE is incorporated. 

Enhanced Inspection and Maintenance Prow.rn 

1. When analyzing the benefits from enhanced liM, it appears that the PPAQ is utilizing 
MOBILE5a_H, using an alternative liM credit deck to model the benefits of ASM 5015. This ·. 
was done by selecting 3 as the test type, or loaded idle testing, within the MOBILE liM program 
line. However, it is unclear what credit deck is selected, since one is not listed on the ~ 
program line. It must then be assumed that the MOBILE modeling files used by PP AQ have 
been updated to include the appropriate IMDA TA ?.0 credit deck. 

Since modeling of ASM, and other liM program features, is difficult using MOBILE5a_H, EPA 
recommends that MOBILE5B be used in modeling rate-of-progress, to avoid the potential for 
error. EPA has found that MOBILE5a_H lends itself to error, which can be difficult to detect 
without performing verification modeling. 

Area Source Measures 

1. In the calculation performed to determine reductions from Stage II Vapor Recovery 
(Appendix III, p.22), it is unclear what is represented by the 11 .7 lb/1 000 gallons (uncontrolled) ·. 
emission factor. For ihe purposes of calculating the benefit, EPA expects that Pennsylvania 
would sirnply~mul~ly its Stage-II controlled emission factor by the amount of gasoline sold in 
the target y~tii.snuinber provides the evaporative emissions total in the target year, which 
can be subtracfiitfiOm the total uncontrolled inventory of evaporative emissions . 

• - .. ""!?.-=. ... _: 

- ~-
Otherwise, the plan should clarify exactly what is represented by the 11.7 lb/ 1 000 gal emission 
factor, and how it was obtained. When calcuiating Stage II vapor recovery using a grams/gallon, 
rather than a gram/mile, MOBILE emissions factor, care must be taken to avoid double counting 
of reductions attributed to Stage II and other gasoline-related measures (e.g., reductions 
attributed to reformulated gasoline). Without further explanation of the derivation of the Stage II 
factors (i.e. , the parameters set within MOBILE to generate the Stage II factors) , it is difficult to 
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determine if there is any double counting taking place. 

2. lt is unclear how the Commonwealth estimated emissions reductions (Appendix III, p. 28) for 

new emissions standards for spark-ignition non-road engines(< 25 hp). The plan should discuss 

the source of the 32% percentage redu~tion (for phase I standards) claimed for this measure. In a 

November 28, 1994 EPA guidance memo entitled "Future Non-road Emissions Reduction 

Credits for Court-Ordered Non-road Standards," EPA estimates a 59.2% for both phases of the 

measure (in 2005). · 

Pennsylvania should document its source for any emissions percentage reduction, and list the 

calculations used to determine the emissions reductions for any given milestone year. The 

November 1994 guidance uses the following formula tordetermine these emissions: 

Projected Emissions = 1990 emissions • growth factor • ( 1- % reduction) 

Since the Commonwealth has no means to separate <25 hp equipment emissions from larger 

equipment emissions in the inventory, the Commonwealth's estimate is likely inaccurate. It is 

unclear how the Commonwealth determined that 98% of the lawn and garden inventory was 

generated by small engines covered by these standards. The assumption that full credit for the 

application of these standards to the entire lawn and garden category would be offset by other 

small engine inventory categories, from which no credit was claimed, is not valid. Without a 

more detailed inventory, it is impossible to tell whether this is a reasonable trade-off. 

Finally, EPA's guidance estimates that there is a NOx increase from the introduction of these 

standards-- a nearly 98% increase in 2005 (from uncontrolled emissions). Has Pennsylvania 

added this emissions increase into its NOx inventory as growth? 

3. The plan claims a 60% reduction in NOx emissions from Tier 1 emissions levels for certain 

categories of non-road diesel equipment having engines >50 hp. Affected inventory categories 

include: industrial, agricultural, and heavy construction. Pennsylvania did not cite the source for 

claiming a 60% reduction from this equipment from Tier 1 levels. Since Tier l levels have not 

been estimated, it is unclear how Pennsylvania arrived at these estimates. 

In the November 28, .i 994' EPA guidance memo "Future Non-road Emissions Reduction Credits 

for Court-Orc:teredNon-road Standards," EPA estimates a 23.5% NOx reduction (in 2005) from 

this control m~ Penn5ylvania should detail the means by which it derived its estimated 

percentage redoetfun;: or cite the source for the assumed reduction. 

Pennsylvania should document its source for any claimed emissions reduction claims, and list the 

calculations used to determine the emissions reductions for any given milestone year. The 

November 1994 guidance uses the following formula to determine these emissions: 

Projected Emissions = 1990 emissions • growth factor • ( 1- % reduction) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Mr. J. Wick Havens, Chief 
Air Resources Management Division 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Rachel Carson State Office Building 
P.O. Box 8468 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8468 

Dear Mr. Havens: 

Thank you for giving EPA the opportunity to comment on Pennsylvania's proposed 
Phase II Ozone SIP Submittal for the Philadelphia severe ozone nonattainment area. EPA 
commends the Commoa wealth on the effort put forth in preparing this plan. However, EPA 
has several comments regarding the proposed plan. Please enter the enclosed comments into 
the official public record for this plan, which closes on March 9, 1998. 

EPA looks forward to receiving the Phase 2 plan for the Philadelphia area by April 
1998, in accordance with EPA's December 29, 1997 guidance memorandum, "Guidance for 
Implementing the 1-Hour Ozone and Pre-Existing PM1 0 NAAQS," signed by Richard D. 
Wilson, Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation. Please feel free to contact 
Marcia L. Spink, Associate Director for Air Programs, at (215) 566-2104, with regard to this 
or any other issue. 

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. James M. Salvaggio 

Sincerely, 

Judith M. Katz, Acting Director 
Air Protection Division 

J:/user/share/pino/phil-ph2.cmt 
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TO: 

OFFICE: 

FAX: 

PHONE: 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431 

Wick Havens 

PA DEP 

(7 17) 772-2303 

(7 17) 772-3436 

DATE: 9 March 98 

comments on proposed Phase II plan for the Philadelphia area 

Maria Pino, Environmental Engineer 
Ozone/CO & Mobile Sources Section 

PHONE: (2 15) 566-2181 FAX: (215) 566-2124 
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MESSAGE/COMMENTS: 

Please enter these comments into the official public record for this proposed plan . 

Customer S ervice Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 




